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IN THE UNITED STATES PA TENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TR IAL AND APPEAL BOARD
Taza Systems, LLC, Opposition No.: 91207525
Mark: TAZO

Ser. No.: 85/439,878
Filed: October 5, 2011

Opposer,
VS.

Starbucks CorporationBA Starbucks Coffe
Company, OPPOSER’'S MOTION

FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Applicant.

vvv\m/vvvvvv

OPPOSER’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Now comes Opposer Taza Systems, LLTa¢a”), by and through counsel and pursu
to Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a), 37 C.F.R. 82.1&7@and T.B.M.P. 8528, and hereby moves the
Trademark Trial and Appeal Board for an Qrdeanting summary judgment in its favor on tl
Notice of Opposition, and refusing the applicationregistration. There is no genuine dispu
as to any material fact with regard to dikegations of the Noticef Opposition, and Taza is

therefore entitled to judgment as a matiklaw that its opposition be sustained.

ant

Taza also hereby moves for an Order granting summary judgment in its favor on the

Counterclaim. There is no geneidispute as to any materfatt with regard to the
Counterclaim, and Taza is theredantitled to an Order denyidgpplicant’s request for partia
cancellation/restriction dDpposer’s registrations.

l. STATEMENT OF FACTS

Taza is an Ohio limited liability congmy headquartered in Lakewood, Oh@hamoun

Decl. 2. Since 2005, Taza has continuously used the ma&a ®, TAZA A LEBANESE

GRILL ®, and in connection with restaurant and bar serviGdsmmoun Decl{3.
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Taza owns the following registrations for its marks:

SeeExhibits A, B, & C; TBMP 8528.05(d)(“a plaiiff may make its pleaded registration of
record, for purposes of summggudgment only, by filing a statuend title copythereof...with
its brief on the summary judgment motion.”) Thesgistrations are in full force and effect, g
all have attained “incontestable” status, widtons 8 & 15 declaratiorigving been filed ang
accepted with regard to all of them. Id.

Taza sometimes use8 LEBANESE GRILL ” in conjunction with TAZA” to identify

Mark Regq. No. Date of First Use Services
Filing Date | Date of First Use in Commerce -
Reqg. Date
TAZA® 3,439,240 | November 22, 2005 _
March 30, 2007 Restaurant and bar services.
June 3, 2008 | November 22, 2005
TAZA A 3,213,261 | November 22, 2005
LEBANESE May 5, 2006 Restaurant and bar services
GRILL® Feb. 27, 2007 | November 22, 2005
3,213,262 November 22, 2005
= May 5, 2006 Restaurant and bar services.
ot ® | Feb. 27,2007 | November 22, 2005

nd

its services, and sometimes us€aAZA ®” alone. Chamoun Declf4. Taza's restaurants have a

contemporary décor and serve many types of fimotlyding items such as hummus and tabg

and also items such as vegetable sohjgken tenders, sustand French friesChamoun Decl

uli,

115-6, Exh. O. Taza also offers a variety ofdrages including coffee, smoothies, and alcoholic

selections like Irish coffe@maretto, cognac, and scotdBhamoun Declfi6. All of the items
served in Taza’s restaurants is avagdior dine-in, take-out, and caterinGhamoun Declf|6.

Taza maintains a websitevaivw.mytaza.conwhich is accessible anywhere, and which

promotes Taza’s services using Taza's ma@samoun Decl{10. Taza’s customers hail frg

across the countryChamoun Decly8.
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Taza’s business is extensive. In 201d4zT's sales of services offered underThZA ©,

TAZA A LEBANESE GRILL ©, and marks generated in excess of $3 millio

A LEBANESE GRILL

revenue.Opposer’s Supplemental Respems Interrogatory No. 18Exhibit D). Since 2005,

total sales oTAZA ®, TAZA A LEBANESE GRILL ® and 770 branded restauran
and bar services have exceeded $20 million. Id.

Tens of thousands of dollars have been spent by Taza to promote and advertise i

services using thEAZA ®, TAZA A LEBANESE GRILL °, and WA AEAs o Over
the past 11 years, Taza hasdsted more than $56,000.00 on sadhertising and promotion.
Opposer’s Supplemental Response to Interrogatory N(EX®ibit E). Moreover, many
advertisements for, and many articles about, Taestaurants have ée published in various
newspapers over a long period of tint@hamoun Decl{7, Exh. P.

Due to this long-standing, continuous, anteesive use, advertising, and promotion

TAZA®, TAZA A LEBANESE GRILL °, and BrAZAs | o0 nection with its services
Taza has built up extensive goodwill in the marks. The consuming public has come to a
these marks with TazaChamoun Decl{11.

Applicant, Starbucks Corporation DBA Stacks Coffee Company (“Starbucks”) is &
Washington corporationNotice of Oppositiol§5; Amended Answef5. On October 5, 2011
long after Taza obtained its registrations—Starbdibég its intent-to-use application for the
mark “TAZO ” which lists among its description gbods and services the following:

[CLASS 43] RESTAURANT, CAFE, CAFETERIA, SNACK BAR, TEA HOUSE COFFEE BAR

AND COFFEE HOUSE CARRY OUT RESTAURANT AND TAKE OUT RESTAURANT

SERVICES CATERING SERVICES CONTRACT FOOD SERVICESFOOD AND BEVERAGE
PREPARATION

[S

ssociate
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[CLASS 35] FRANCHISING, NAMELY, PROVIDING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN THE
ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF RESTAURANTSCAFES TEA HOUSES COFFEE
HOUSES AND SNACK BARS.
App. Ser. No. 85/439,878BMP 8§528.05(a)(1)(the file of avpposed application automatica
becomes part of the record of the oppositiatpeding). Starbucks’ application lists other

goods and services, but Taza has opposed remistcnly as to the above-listed services.

. THE SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD

Summary judgment under RuUbé is appropriate “if the phdings, depositions, answe
to interrogatories, and admissionsfiv®, together with the affidats, if any, show that there is
no genuine issue as to any mateféait and that the moving pairity entitled to a judgment as 4

matter of law.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c); T.A.B. Systems v. PacTel Teletrac, 77 F.3d 1372,

USPQ2d 1879, 1881 (Fed. Cir. 1996).

In this case, summary judgment should kentgd because there are no material fact

genuine dispute as to the allegations of thedéatif Opposition, and Taza is entitled to an of

sustaining this opposition as a matter of law. rébwer, there are no ma facts in genuine
dispute as to the allegationstbe Counterclaim, and Tazadstitled to an order dismissing
Starbucks’ request to partially cancesfricted Taza'’s pleaded registrations.

[I. LAW & ARGUMENT — TAZA’'S OPPOSITION TO STARBUCKS’
APPLICATION

To prevail in an opposition proceeding broughtler Section 2(d) of the Trademark A
an opposer must show (1) that it has standirgyitg the opposition, (2) that it has priority, a
(3) that there is likelihood of confusion bet@n its mark and the applied-for mark. TBMP

§309.03(b); TBMP §309.03(c).

y
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a. First Element — Standing

Standing is established where an oppos#asn of likelihood of confusion is based

upon current ownership of a valishd subsisting registratiogeeCunningham v. Laser Golf

Corp., 222 F.3d 943, 55 USPQ2d 1842, 1844 (Fed. Cir. 2000); Lipton Industries, Inc. v. Rals

Purina Co670 F.2d 1024213 USPQ 185, 189 (CCPA 1982).

Here, Taza is the owner of valighd subsisting registrations f6AZA ©, TAZA A

LEBANESE GRILL ® and ~saeel°. SeeExhibits A, B, & C. As such, there is no
genuine issue of material fact tiatza has standing in this proceeding.

b. Second Element—Priority.

To establish priority, an opposer must shmwprietary rights in its pleaded mark whi¢

are prior to the applicant’sghts in the challenged markBMP §8309.03(c). Where an oppos4
proves ownership of a registration for its pleadetk(s), priority is not an issue. Se®real

S.A. v. Marcon, 102 USPQ2d 1434, 1436 n.7 (TTAB20Research in Motion Limited v. Defini

ton

ber

Presence Marketing Group Inc., 102 USPQ2d 1187, 1190 (TTAB 2012); Rocket Trademarkd

Ltd. v. Phard S.p.A98 USPQ2d 1066, 1072 (TTAB 2011).

Here, Taza has shown ownership of registration§ A&A ©, TAZA A LEBANESE

GRILL ®, and =i o2

' '; .' . SeekExhibits A, B, & C. Moreoverin its Order dated February

11, 2015, the Board held thatill not entertain a claim of pority as against [Taza’s]

registration$ and struck Starbucks’ priority clainfebruary 11, 2015 Ordep. 7.
Therefore, there is no gemai issue of material fathat Taza has priority.

c. Third Element — Likelihood of Confusion.

The factors which the Board must consided@termining likelihood of confusion are

forthin In re E.l. du Pont de Nemow&sCo., 476 F.2d 1357, 177 USPQ 563 (CCPA 1973);

5

Pty.
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also, In re Majestic Distilling Co., 31-.3d 1311, 65 U.S.P.Q.2d 1201 (Fed Cir. 2003)(DuP

factors applicable in Board preedings). The relevance and gfgito be given to the various

factors may differ from case to case.e8lManufacturing, Co. v. Ritz Hotel Ltd., 393 F.3d

1238, 73 USPQ2d 1350, 1353 (Fed. Cir. 2004); Heaudy, Inc. v. Alberto-Culver Co., 236

F.3d 1333, 1336 (Fed. Cir. 2001).

In this case, all of the relevant Bant factors weigh in Taza'’s favor:

1% Factor - Similarity of the Marks: The first DuPont factor requires a comparison

Taza’'s marks to Starbucks’ mark in their entireties as to appearance, sound, connotatior

commercial impression to determine the degresroilarity between them. Palm Bay Import

Inc. v. Veuve Clicquot Ponsardin Maison Fondee En 1772, 396 F.3d 1369, 73 USPQ2d

1694 (Fed. Cir. 2005). The focus is on the rexibn of the average pthaser, who normally]

retains a general rather than a specific impoessf trademarks. Sealed Air Corp. v. Scott P

DNt

of

, and

1689,

aper

Co., 190 USPQ 106, 108 (TTAB 1975)he test is “whether the marks are sufficiently simi
in terms of their commercial impression’ sublat persons who encounter the marks would

likely to assume a connection between theigmi’ Coach Servs., Inc. v. Triumph Learning

LLC, 668 F.3d 1356, 101 USPQ2d 1713, 1721 (Fed. Cir. 2012).
In appropriate cases, any one of the thypes of similarity (appearance, sound, or

meaning) may be sufficient to support a findindikélihood of confusion._Sure-Fit Prods. C

v. Saltzson Drapery Co., 254 F.2d 158, 160 18PQ 295, 296 (CCPA 1958 veready Batte

ar

De

[y

Co. v. Green Planet, In@Q1 USPQ2d 1511, 1519 (TTAB 2009).

In this case, the parerespective marks aidentical in sound, and are extremely
similar in sight and connotation. This is patg obvious even without the benefit of expert

testimony. Nevertheless, Taza retained Roetteonard, Ph.D., an expert linguist, to
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—

undertake a detailed analysis o# timarks at issue in this cader. Leonard rendered an exper
opinion confirming thalT AZA andTAZO are identical in soundnd similar in sight and
meaning.Leonard Declf{1-3, Exh. A.

1. Similarity in Sight

Visually, TAZA andTAZO are extremely similar. A simple viewing of these marks
demonstrates that both of them consist of fetters, with the firsthree being “TAZ-", and
differ only in the final A vs. O. Thisonclusion is confirmed by Dr. Leonartleonard Decl{3
Exh. A, p. 7. By any measure, these two méakar at least 75% similarity as to sight.

The dominant element of Taza’s marks is the st€AZ-". The remainder of Taza’'s
marks are either non-dominant (treal “-A”), or descriptive (A LEBANESE GRILL ");

therefore, it is TAZ-" which purchasers are likely to remember, and use to identify, Taza’

L)

goods and services. Presto Products Mnblice-Pak Products, Inc., 9 USPQ2d 1895, 1897

(TTAB 1988)(“it is often the firspart of a mark which is likg to be impressed upon the ming

of a purchaser and remembered”). This dominant element has been incorporated into Starbucks’

mark “TAZO” in its entirety; Starbuckgnark is merely a minalteration of a non-dominant
element of Taza’'s marks, namely, the ending “-A.”

Taza's use of the descriptive phrageLlEBANESE GRILL " in two of its registrations
is insufficient to differentiate Taza’'s marks from that of Starbuckgza$dhird registration, fof
the standard-character mark “TAZA” algremntains no such descriptive matetidioreover,

the inclusion of, or deletion of, descriptive maéis generally insuffi@nt to obviate confusion.

See L'Oreal S.A. v. Marcon, 102 USPQ2d 1434 (TTAB 2QI®REAL andL’'OREAL

PARIS “highly similar” due to applicant’s wholage adoption of opposer’s mark and addition of

! The record reflects that Tagametimes uses the phragel"'EBANESE GRILL ” in conjunction with TAZA " to
identify its services, and sometimes USEAZA " alone. Chamoun Declf4.

7
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merely descriptive termPARIS”); In re Denisi, 223JSPQ 624, 626 (TTAB 1983ERRY’S

P1ZZA similar toPERRY’S); Johnson Publishing Co. v. International Development Ltd., 2

USPQ 155, 156 (TTAB 198BBONY similar toEBONY DRUM); In re South Bend Toy

Manufacturing Company, In218 USPQ 479, 480 (TTAB 1988)L’' LADY BUGGY similar

toLITTLE LADY ). In re Computer Systems @er, Inc., 5 USPQ2d 1378, 1381 (TTAB

1987)(inclusion oADVANCED BUSINESS SYSTEMSinsufficient to help customers
distinguish betwee@SC andCSC ADVANCED BUSINESS SYSTEMS.

2. Similarity in Sound

Dr. Leonard opined thatri sound, the difference between TAZA and TAZO in norn]

21

al

speech is virtually non-existehtLeonard Decl {3, Exh. A, p. 7-8. Dr. Leonard stated that the

first syllable of each mark (<TA>Eceives the word stress, whiamtails the most emphasis
terms of loudness, length, faliticulation, and pitch, while theecond syllable <ZO> or <ZA>
receives secondary strésdd. He noted that the secongastress of the second syllablde*
emphasizes the vowel differencésld. Dr. Leonard concluded thathis makes the
distinction between the two vowel sounds—and hence the differehetgseen TAZA and
TAZO—rpotentially_non-existert-especially when the words are produced in non-isolation
is, in actual normal speechas in sentences like ‘Is thatZaTazo hummus; Taza/Tazo hot t
Tazal/Tazo lentils?Id. (emphasis in original). As suctie marks at issue in this case, in ter
of sound, are not only sitar—they are identical.

Phonetic similarity between marks alone canse a likelihood of confusion. See CB

in

, that

D
Q
N

ms

S,

Inc. v. Morrow, 708 F.2d 1579, 1580, 218 USPQ 198, 200 (Fed. Cir. 1983)(finding a likeljhood

of confusion between similar-sounding MHER TOYS and TINKERTOY); Crown Radio

Corp. v. Soundscriber Corp., 506 F.2d 1392, 1394, 184 USPQ 221, 222-23 (CCPA
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1974)(SOUNDSCRIBER and CROWNSCRIBER); Vadoalnc. v. Breuer Elec. Mfg. Co., 3¢

F.2d 724, 727, 156 USPQ 340, 342-43 (CCPA 1968)(VORNADO and TORNADO); In re

Cynosure Inc., 90 USPQ2d 1644, 1646 (TTABQ)(CYNERGY and SYNERGIE); Everead

Battery Co. v. Green Planet Inc., 91 USFI(1511, 1518 (TTAB 2009)(SCHICK and SLICK]).

This is precisely such a case. The identicalne3®\@A andTAZO in sound is sufficient to
eliminate any genuine issue of fact ttie#se two marks are likely to be confused.

3. Similarity in Meaning

NeitherTAZA norTAZO are English words. Thus, for English speakers, there is |
meaning difference available to avoid confusid@onard Declf3, Exh. A, p. 8-9.

Moreover, in Spanish, which is the mostguoonly studied foreign teguage in the U.S
nouns are either masculine or feminine and naeycorrespondingly markedth an ending of
<-0> or <-a>. Therefore, speakers who hstuglied Spanish but are not proficient might
understand the termiAZA andTAZO to be variants of theame word or concept.eonard
Decl. 13, Exh. A, p. 8-9.

It bears noting that where the services efpharties are identical (as described in mot

detail below), “the degree of similarity [of tiearks] necessary to support a conclusion of li

confusion declines.”_In re Dixie Rast 105 F.3d 1405, 1408, 41 USPQ2d 1531, 1533 (Fed.

1997). Thus, where (as here) the parties’ sendcesdentical, any differees in the marks ar
rendered even more meaningless.

There is no genuine issue aftt that the first factor—similarity of the marks in sight,
sound, and connotation—weighsavily in Taza’s favor.

2"Y Factor — Similarity of the Services The second DuPont factor calls for a

comparison of the parties’ respieetservices. This factor corages the services in Starbuck

e

D0

10
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Cir.
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application with the services in Taza’s registna. Hewlett-Packard Co. v. Packard Press, |

281 F.3d 1261, 1267, 62 USPQ2d 1001, 1004 (Fed. Cir. 2002); CBS, Inc. v. Morrow, 70

1579, 1581, 218 USPQ 198, 199 (Fed Cir. 1983).
Taza’s registrations are for “restaurant anddasavices.” The services being opposed
Starbucks’ application are the following:

X [CLASS 43] RESTAURANT, CAFE, CAFETERIA, SNACK BAR, TEA HOUSE
COFFEE BAR AND COFFEE HOUSECARRY OUT RESTAURANT AND TAKE OUT
RESTAURANT SERVICES CATERING SERVICES CONTRACT FOOD SERVICES
FOOD AND BEVERAGE PREPARATION

X [CLASS 35] FRANCHISING, NAMELY, PROVIDING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN
THE ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF RESTAURANTS CAFES TEA
HOUSES COFFEE HOUSESAND SNACK BARS.

All of these opposed services aither identical to, or closelglated to, Taza'’s “restaurant and

bar services.”

“Restaurant services,” “carry out restauramvees,” and “take outestaurant services’
are quite simply identical tihe services listed in Taza'ggistrations. Moreover, “cafe,

cafeteria, snack bar, tea houseffee bar, and coffee house'’hgees are merely types of

restaurant and bar serviceSee_G-Mar Development Corp.Milly’s Coffee Corp., Opp. Nos,
91103825 & 91105490 to app. serial nos. 74/731868/732,538 (consolidated)(TTAB 200
Decision dated January 31, 200t p. 8 (“[C]offee shop and casérvices are simply types off
restaurant services... Confusisrclearly likely when café’s;offee shops, and restaurants &
promoted and operated under the same or similar marketigrefore, they too are identical t

Taza's services.

2 This TTAB'’s decision in G-Mar Development Corp.Twully’s Coffee Corp. is attached for the Board’s
convenience as Exhibit F.

10

B F.2d

1 in
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“Catering services,” “contra¢bod services,” and “food and \&rage preparation” are

commonly offered under the same mark as restaseamices. These seces therefore are of

kind which may emanate from a common sourcees@urant services. Taza submits herewi

numerous third-party regfirations which list, in their desptions of services, all of the
following: (1) Restaurant sexaes, (2) catering services, andl ¢dntract food services. See
Exhibit G; TBMP 8528.05(d)(“A party may malkethird-party registitson of record, for
purposes of summary judgment only, by filmagopy thereof with its brief on the summary
judgment motion; the copy need o a certified copy, nor needog a status and title copy.”
Taza also submits numerous third-party registratamsh list, in their descriptions of service
both restaurant services and food aerterage preparation. See Exhhbit This evidence
demonstrates that restauraptvices, catering services, aaut food services, and food and
beverage preparation are of a kind which magmate from a single source under a single nj

See In re Martin’s Famous Pastry Shoppe, Inc., 748 F.2d 1565, 1567, 223 USPQ 1289,

(Fed. Cir. 1984); In re Davey ProdsyPtd., 92 USPQ2d 1198, 1203 (TTAB 2009); H.D. L€

Co. v. Maidenform Inc., 87 USPQ2d 1715, 1724 GBVAB 2009). It bears noting that Taza

does, in fact, offer catering services under its m&@kamoun Decl{6; Supplemental Respon
to Interrogatory No. 1@Exhibit L).

Franchising services (and specifically theyision of technical assistance related to
operation of restaurants, cafésa houses, coffee houses, andck bars) are also commonly
offered under the same mark as restauranbandervices. Taza submits numerous third-p3

registrations which list, in thedescriptions of services, botlstaurant/bar services and such

all

a

nark.
1290

e

Arty

franchising services. See ExhibitThis evidence demonstrates that restaurant services, and

franchising services of the sort listed barBucks, are of a kind which may emanate from a

11
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single source under a single mark. See In rdiMarFamous Pastry Shoppe, Inc., 223 USP

1290; In re Davey Prods. Pty Ltd., 92 USPQ2d203; H.D. Lee Co. v. Maidenform Inc., 87

USPQ2d at 1724 n27.
It is sufficient if likelihood ofconfusion is found with respect amy item that comes

within the identification of goods each class in an application. Rocket Trademarks Pty L

Phard S.p.A., 98 USPQ2d 1066, 1073 (TTAB 20Ihere is no genuine issue that Taza’'s
services are identical, or closely related, ®gbrvices in Classes 43 and 35 opposed by T4

3" Factor — Channels of Trade The third DuPont factdooks at similarity of

established, likely to continue trade channels.
Because Taza’s registrations antno restriction as to tradgbannels, analysis as to {
third DuPont factor must presume that Taza’s services are sold, marketed, and offered t

all normal channels of trade for such seegic Octocom Systems Inc. v. Houston Computer

Services, Inc., 918 F.2d 937, 16 USPQ2d 1783, 17&d. €ir. 1990). Starbucks’ application

likewise contains no restriction sstrade channels or classescaStomers. Moreover, becau

the parties’ services are the same or highly smrélaalysis as to theitd DuPont factor must

further presume that the channels of trade aaskels of purchasers are the same._See Am:

Lebanese Syrian Associated Charities, \n€Child Health Researdhnstitute, 101 USPQ2d

1022, 1028 (TTAB 2011); Genesco Inc. v. Mai6 USPQ2d 1260, 1268 (TTAB 2003)(“giv

the in-part identicalrad in-part related nature of therpas’ goods, and the lack of any
restrictions in the iddifications thereof as to trade chatsand purchasers, [the goods] coul
be offered and sold to the same classes of puech#sough the same ¢ireels of trade”); In reg

Smith and Mehaffey, 31 USPQ2d 1531, 1532 (TTAB 1@8Here goods are legally identical

they must be presumed to travel in the samardla of trade, and belddo the same class of

12
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purchasers). These legal presumptions alonatditihat this factor weighs heavily in Taza’s
favor.

Even in the absence of these legal preswonptithis factor would still weigh heavily ir
Taza's favor. Taza indeed does offer and ssthugant and bar services through all normal
channels of trade, including in its restauraartd bars, to both sit-dowand carry-out/takeaway
customers._SeBupplemental Response to Apght's Interrogatory No. §@Exhibit J). Taza
markets its services to thergeal public throughlanormal channelsancluding print ads,
newspapers, magazines, on the Internebutin casino “comps,” on signage, online reserva
systems, and on menus. Sagplemental Responses to Amiits Interrogatory Nos. 6 & 7
(Exhibits J & K). As such, there is no genuinguis of material fact that the parties’ respecti

services are (and will be) offered through exantesahannels of trade, and to the exact sam

customers. The third DuPont factor weighs heavily in favor of Taza.

4™ Factor — Conditions of Purchase The fourth DuPont factor examines the condi

under which, and to whom, sales are matieis includes a consadation of purchaser
sophistication.

Although some of the parties’ more knowledgle customers may be more careful ir
their purchases, where a registration andiegibn contain no limitton on the classes of
customers to whom the goods are offered, ther@must not limit its consideration of this

factor to the more sophistieat purchasers within the classa potential customers. See

Giersch v. Scripps Networks, Inc., 90 USRI1020, 1027 (TTAB 2009), citing Alfacell Corp.

v. Anticancer, Inc., 71 USPQ2d 1301, 1306 (TTAB 2004). In this case, neither Taza nor

Starbucks have in any way limited the classesusfomers to whom their services are offere
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Therefore, the analysis must presume that batta’s and Starbucks’ services will be offerec
and sold to unsophisticated purchasers.

The record clearly shows that Taza’s ss#s are being offered for moderate-to-low
prices. The prices of Tazasenu items range from $1.25 to $21.%hamoun Decl{9. Thes

low prices strongly suggest that the partiespesctive goods will be subject to “impulse buyi

rather than carefully considered, sophisticggerthasing. As such, there is no genuine issue

that this factor weighkeavily in Taza'’s favor.

5" Factor — Fame of Opposer’'s Mark: The fifth DuPont factor examines the fame

Taza's marks.

Taza'sTAZA®, TAZA A LEBANESE GRILL ®, and marks have beer

used continuously on its restant and bar services, sinced88—more than eleven years.

Chamoun Declf3.

Sales ofTAZA ®, TAZA A LEBANESE GRILL ©, and —elet®™® pranded
services have exceeded $20 milliddpposer’s Supplemental Response to Interrogatory Ng

(Exhibit D). Sales figures fror2005 through 2014 are as follows:

Year Perfecta Year Perfecta
Total Sales Total Sales
2014 $3,030,335 2009 $1,799,697
2013 $,001,255 2008 $1,849,529
2012 $,030,946 2007 $1,991,036
2011 $2,061,310 2006 $2,171,534
2010 $1,620,651 2005 $183,319

Id. In addition, Taza has expended in excess of $56,000 in advertising and promoting itg

services under thEAZA ®, TAZA A LEBANESE GRILL ®, and marks.

14
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Opposer’s Supplemental Response to Interrogatory N(EX®Ibit E). The marks have been

extensively promoted in the media as w&hamoun Decl{7. Exh. P.

These facts are undisputed and undisputablegedaine issue can be raised that Taza’s

marks are not extremely well established aetl-known marks. This fifth Dupont factor

weighs in Taza'’s favor.

6" Factor — Third-Party Marks : The purpose of the sixth DuPont factor is to exanpine

the number and nature of similar marks in aseimilar goods/servicedPalm Bay, 73 USPQ?
at 1694. During discovery, Starbucks failed toduce any evidence of any current third-paf
uses of any similar marks on any relevant serviédessuch, there is no genuine issue that th
factor weighs in Taza'’s favor.

7" & 8" Factors — Actual Confusion/Contemporaneous UseThe seventh and eight

DuPont factors examine the length of time theksdave been in use in the marketplace, ar
any instances of actual confasibetween them. Starbucks has not yet commenced use o
mark on any of the services opposed by Taza,; radtarpucks’ use of its miahas been strictl
limited to teas. As such, there has been no opportunity for actual confusion to have occl
and these factors are irrelevanthe likelihood of confusion analysis.

V. LAW & ARGUMENT —STARBUCKS' COUNTERCLAIM

Starbucks’ Counterclaim seeksia cancellation/restrictio of Taza’s description of
goods, under 818 of the Lanham Act, to “restauaait bar services, namely ethnic Lebanes
restaurant and bar services.” In order taceed on its Counterclaim, Starbucks must prove
elements: (1) That entry of the proposedrietsn will avoid a fnding of likelihood of
confusion, and (2) that Taza is not using its pleaded marks on the services to be exclude

restriction. _Eurostar v. Euro-Star ReitmadembH & Co KG, 34 USPQ2d 1266 (TTAB 200
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DAK Industries, Inc. v. Daiichi Kosho Co., 385PQ2s 1926 (TTAB 1993); Montecash LLC

Anzar Enterprises, Inc. 95 USPQ2s 1060, 1065 B RA10). Starbucks cannot satisfy eithe

these elements.

a. Entry of the Proposed Restriction Will Not Avoid a Finding of Likelihood of
Confusion, and is Commercially Insignificant.

Starbucks’ proposed restrioti of Taza'’s services toéstaurant and bar services,
namely, ethnic Lebanese restaurant and barcesiis nonsensicalna it is commercially
insignificant. While thdoodsserved in restaurants can be ethnic st@ice themselvesmnnot
be ethnic, and it is the services—not the foods—gha rise to this dispute. Taza requests

the Board take judicial notice of the damary.com definition of “restaurant” aart

establishment where meals are served to custoim&exe Exhibit M; TBMP §8528.05(a)(1).
“Restaurant services” means thengathing in all ethnicitiesAn ethnic Lebanese restaurant
offers the same services as stagrant of any othethnicity—meals are prepared and serve

customers. Likewise, Taza requests that ther@take judicial notie that dictionary.com

defines “bar” as & counter or place where beveragegesally liquors, or light meals are

V.

r of

hat

i to

served to customersSee Exhibit N. In all bars of alllicities, drinks ar@repared and served

to customers. So, even if Taza's services are restricted as Starbucks desires, the restrig

be commercially insignificant because the services offered by the parties—serving meals

drinks to customers-will still be identical and a finding of likelihood of confusion will not be

avoided. It would be a totalipsignificant restricon. See Board of Regents, Univ. of Texas$

System v. Southern lll. Miners, IQ, 110 USPQ2d 1183, 1197 (TTAB 2014)(proposed

restriction of opposer’s goods r@ommercially signiicant” and did notawvoid a likelihood of

confusion).
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Moreover, even if restaurasérvices and bar services agbmehow be characterize
“ethnic,” Starbucks’ descrifan of services includes “restaurant servicesyestricted This
includesall restaurant servicescluding ethnic Lebanese restantaervices, and including
restaurants that serve the exact same foods #zat Jerves in its restaurantSo, even if Taza’
description of services is restied as Starbucks requests, Taz#scription of services would
still betotally encompassedithin Starbucks’ description afervices, and a finding of likeliho
of confusion would not be avoided.

b. Tazais Using lts Marks on the Serwes to be Excluded by the Proposed
Restriction.

In order to prevail on its Coumtclaim, Starbucks must protleat Taza is not, in fact,
actually using its gladed marks on the servidese excluded by its pposed restriction. Thg
is, Starbucks must provkat Taza is not, in fact, using itgarks in connection with restaurant
and bar services that are riethnically Lebanese.”

The fact is that Taza’s actual use of its marksidimited to “ethnic Lebanese
restaurant and bar services.” To the contréaga uses its marks to identify restaurant and
servicegyenerally That is precisely why Taza soughtaobtained a registration for the marl

TAZA © after having already obtained registrations for the m&AZA A LEBANESE

GRILL ®, and M AZAs pooun Declf12.

Taza’s restaurants—on both the inteaad the exterior—are contemporary and
modern. Chamoun Declf5, Exh. O. The physical structure and surroundings of Taza’s
restaurants and bars are elegant, but they arethmically Lebanese.” Moreover, Taza sery
many items in its restaurants and bars which caposgibly be classifieds Lebanese, includi
(but not limited to) (1) vegetable soup, (2) tmau, (3) grilled cheese sandwiches, (4) chicke

tenders, (5) French fries, (6) Irish coffee), &maretto, (8) ahi tuna, (6) salads, (7) fruit

17
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smoothies, (8) vegetables with creamy dip, (9) cheesecake, (10) Turkish delight, (11) chocolate

2 || cake, (12) cognac, and (13) scotch. Chamoun Decl. 6.

3 The physical structure of Taza’s restaurants and bars is not “ethnically Lebanese,” and

! the food and drink served by Taza is not limited to Lebanese foods and drinks. Starbucks has not
Z produced, and cannot produce, any evidence to the contrary.

. There is no genuine issue of fact that Taza’s use of its marks is not limited to “ethnic

8 || Lebanese restaurant and bar services” as Starbucks contends. Therefore, Starbucks cannot

? || possibly prevail on its Counterclaim, and it should be dismissed as a matter of law.
10
V. CONCLUSION
1
For all of the foregoing reasons, the Board should grant judgment as a matter of law (1)
12

13 || sustaining the Notice of Opposition, and denying registration of the applied-for mark. and 2)

14 || dismissing the Counterclaim, and refusing any restriction of Taza’s services.

Dated: February ng , 2016 é&(j
17
By:

Edward T. Saadi, Esq.

19 EDWARD T. SAADI, LLC
970 Windham Court, Suite 7
20 Boardman, OH 44512

(330) 782-1954

(330) 266-7489 (fax)

2 EdwardSaaditwaol.com

Attorney for Opposer Taza Systems, LLC
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THIS DISPOSITION
IS NOT CITABLE AS PRECEDENT
OF THE T.T.A.B.

Hearing: Paper No. 65
April 25,2000 1/31/01 RFC

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

Trademark Trial and Appeal Board

G-Mar Development Corporation
V.
Tully’'s Coffee Corporation

Opposition Nos. 103,825 and 105,490 to application Serial
Nos. 74/731,366 and 74/732,538,
filed on September 16,1995 and September 20, 1995,
respectively.

Bernard P. Molldrem of Trapiani and Molldrem, Jr. for G-Mar
Development Corporation.

Paul T. Meiklejohn and Andrew F. Pratt of Dorsey & Whitney
LLP for Tully’s Coffee Corporation.

Before Cissel , Quinn and Wendel, Administrative Trademark
Judges.
Opinion by  Cissel, Administrative Trademark Judge:

The above-referenced applications, as amended, seek
registration of the mark “TULLY’S” for “retail coffee store
services; cafe services,” in Class 42, and for “coffee,” in
Class 30, respectively. The applications were based on
claims that applicant has used the mark with these services

and goods since September 16, 1992.



Opposition Nos. 103,825 and 105,490

Opposer timely filed a Notice of Opposition to each
application. As grounds for opposition in each proceeding,
opposer asserted that it had used the mark “TULLY’S” since
as early as June of 1991 in connection with restaurant
services, and that applicant's mark, as used in connection
with the goods and services identified in each opposed
application, so resembles opposer's mark that confusion is
likely.

Applicant denied the essential allegations set forth in
the Notices of Opposition. The two proceedings were
subsequently consolidated. A trial was conducted and both
parties presented arguments at an oral hearing before the
Board on April 25, 2000.

The record before us in this consolidated proceeding
includes the application files of the two opposed
applications, the testimony, with attached exhibits, of
several witnesses, and materials made of record by notices
of reliance, all of which have been specifically listed in
the briefs filed by the parties.

Before we begin our discussion of the merits of the
various claims and defenses, we must turn our attention to
the outstanding motion, filed by applicant on November 2,
2000, to strike opposer’s October 16, 2000 Supplemental
Notice of Reliance. Both parties filed arguments with

respect to this motion.



Opposition Nos. 103,825 and 105,490

By means of the Supplemental Notice of Reliance which
applicant has moved to strike, opposer seeks to introduce
into the record a copy of an article appearing in the
October 16, 2000 edition of The Syracuse (New York) Post-
Standard newspaper. The article is about the 2000 American
League championship series in professional baseball.

Opposer contends that the photograph accompanying the
article shows a sign advertising applicant's coffee, and

that because the game was televised nationwide, people
across the country were exposed to the advertisement showing
applicant's mark used in connection with applicant’s

products.

We have not considered this evidence because it was not
filed within the period established for opposer to introduce
evidence in this proceeding and opposer has not
satisfactorily explained why it could not have been
submitted during the established period. Moreover, even if
we were to consider this late-filed evidence to have been
timely submitted because it had been unavailable previously,
as applicant points out, it would be of little assistance to
opposer in establishing opposer’'s claims in this proceeding.
The photo is not in focus, and there is no evidence that
establishes that it originated from or was displayed during
any television broadcast in such a way that it would have

been clearly visible and therefore viewed by any appreciable



Opposition Nos. 103,825 and 105,490

number of people watching the game on television in
applicant’s trading area.

As noted in the Board's denial of opposer's
October 14, 1997 motion for summary judgment, the central
issues in this proceeding are priority, likelihood of
confusion, including analysis of the similarities in the
goods and services and the channels of trade through which
they move in commerce, the strength of opposer's mark, and
whether opposer has abandoned its mark.

Based on careful consideration of the record and the
arguments before the Board, we find that opposer has
established its priority, that opposer's mark has not been
abandoned, and that confusion is likely with respect to
applicant's mark for both coffee, in Class 30, and retail
coffee store services and cafe services in Class 42.

Opposer’s priority is not seriously disputed. The
record establishes that opposer, G-Mar Development
Corporation, opened a “TULLY’S” restaurant and first used
the mark “TULLY'S GREAT FOOD AND GOOD TIMES” in Batavia, New
York in June of 1991, whereas applicant first sold coffee
and operated coffee shops under the mark “TULLY'S” in the
Seattle, Washington area at the end of the following year.

As noted above, however, in addition to disputing the
issue of whether confusion is likely, applicant strongly

urges the Board to conclude that opposer has abandoned any



Opposition Nos. 103,825 and 105,490

rights it may have had in the “TULLY’S” mark by virtue of
the fact that it has allowed the mark to be used by another
entity, GiBar Development Corporation, without a license
from opposer, G-Mar Development Corporation.

Although applicant argues that GiBar is not a “related
company” within the meaning of Section 45 of the Lanham Act
in the sense that G-Mar cannot claim that it has common
ownership with GiBar or that GiBar has a license from G-Mar
to use the mark in question, it is clear from the evidence
of record that opposer has exercised sufficient control over
the services rendered under the mark by GiBar in order for
us to recognize an implied license from opposer. Seventy-
five per cent of G-Mar is owned by John Giamartino, and his
brother David Giamartino owns the other twenty-five per
cent, while GiBar is owned in equal shares by John
Giamartino, David Giamartino and Richard Bartlett. John
Giamartino is president of both corporations, and he has
testified about the ways in which he and John Rybak, who
works directly under him as the supervisor of all five
restaurants which use the mark, maintain the quality and
consistency of the services rendered under it, whether the
particular restaurant is owned by G-Mar or by GiBar. The
record makes it clear that the same degree of control is
exercised over all five restaurants. Each is under the

direct control of John Giamartino and each is supervised by
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Mr. Rybak. All of the restaurants use identical menus and
operate in the same way with the same standards and similar
motifs. Customers receive the same quality of food and
service at each restaurant, regardless of whether it is
owned by GiBar or GiBar. The managers of all five
restaurants meet regularly and answer directly to Mr. Rybak,
who conducts monthly inspections of all of the “Tully’s”
restaurants. We agree with opposer that the facts in this
opposition proceeding do not support applicant’'s contention
that opposer has abandoned its mark any more than the facts
in Woodstock’s Enterprises Inc. (California) v. Woodstock’s
Enterprises Inc. (Oregon), 43 USPQ2d 1140 (TTAB 1997), affd
unpublished opinion, Appeal No. 97-1580, (Fed. Cir. March 5,
1998), established that the mark in that case had been
abandoned by virtue of uncontrolled use by another entity.
Turning next to the central issue in this proceeding,
likelihood of confusion, the first issue we must address is
whether the marks are similar. In this regard, we reject
applicant’'s contention that we cannot find similarity
because the record does not show opposer's use of “TULLY’'S”
by itself as a mark, but instead is replete with examples of
the use of stylized presentations of the name “TULLY’S”
together with the slogan, “GREAT FOOD AND GOOD TIMES.”
Simply put, the name “TULLY’'S” is the dominant portion

of opposer's mark. It is the nondescriptive, non-suggestive
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component of the mark that people are likely to remember and
use when referring to applicant’s services or recommending
them to others. This record shows that opposer's mark is
strong, in that opposer has extensively used and promoted it
and that it is not used or registered by others for similar
services.

The dominant component of opposer's mark, “TULLY’S,” is
applicant’'s mark in its entirety. The marks of the parties,
therefore, when considered in their entireties, are very
similar in commercial impression, such that their use in
connection with commercially related goods and services is
likely to cause confusion.

As noted above, the evidence in this case establishes
that opposer’s restaurant services are related to the goods
and services set forth in the opposed applications, namely,
“retail coffee shop services,” “cafe services” and “coffee.”

The parties spent considerable effort debating the
differences and similarities between applicant’'s particular
coffee shop services and cafe services and the particular
services opposer actually renders at its restaurants, which
are of the type which is commonly referred to as “sports bar
restaurants,” featuring not just food, but also alcoholic
beverages and video entertainment provided by means of a
number of televisions throughout the restaurants showing

sporting events. We must determine the likelihood of
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confusion, however, based on the way applicant's goods and
services are identified in the opposed applications, without
restrictions or limitations that are not specifically

reflected therein. Toys “R” Us, Inc. v. Lamps R Us, 219
USPQ 340, 343 (TTAB 1083) and cases cited therein. As
opposer points out, applicant’'s goods are not identified in
the opposed applications as “gourmet, whole-bean, premium
coffee,” but rather just as “coffee,” and the services are

not stated to be “gourmet, specialty coffee shop services”

or “coffee shop services not including serving meals or
alcoholic beverages.” The ordinary meaning of the word
“cafe” includes a restaurant, barroom, and even a cabaret or

nightclub, according to Webster's Ninth New Collegiate

Dictionary, (1985 edition), of which the Board may take

judicial notice. Opposer renders bar and restaurant
services under its mark. Notwithstanding applicant’s
arguments to the contrary, its coffee shop and cafe services
are simply types of restaurant services, just as opposer’s
restaurant services fall within that broad description of
services. Confusion is clearly likely when cafes, coffee
shops and restaurants are promoted and operated under the
same or similar marks.

This record also shows that confusion is likely when
these similar marks are used in connection with opposer’s

services and the goods of applicant, coffee. The evidence
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in this proceeding shows that applicant, as well as other
businesses, such as Chock Full O’ Nuts Corporation and
applicant’s business model and principal competitor,
Starbucks Corporation, have registered or seek to register
their respective marks both for coffee and for cafe and
restaurant services. Opposer's May 14, 1999 Notice of
Reliance includes copies of third-party registrations of
marks wherein both coffee and restaurant services are
listed. Third-party registrations listing both these
products and these services are evidence that tends to show
that the goods and services listed therein may be expected
by consumers to emanate from the same entities. In re
Albert Trostel & Sons Co., 29 USPQ2d 1783 (TTAB 1993). In
view of this practice, it is reasonable to conclude that
ordinary consumers, the class of customers for the goods and
services of both parties, who are familiar with opposer’s
use of its mark in connection with its restaurant services,
would, upon seeing both applicant’'s coffee and retail coffee
shop and cafe services offered under applicant's mark, be
likely to assume some connection with or sponsorship by
opposer. This is precisely the kind of confusion that
Section 2(d) of the Lanham Act is designed to preclude.
Applicant argues that John Giamartino's testimony, (pp.
160-61), constitutes an admission that there is no

likelihood of confusion between opposer's use of its mark
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for restaurant services and Tully's use of its mark for
coffee. Applicant's counsel posed the following question to
the witness: "In terms of just sale of coffee, whole bean
and ground coffee, do you think there is any likelihood of
confusion as a result of simultaneous use of the marks?"
His answer was that if applicant were in the business of
selling only coffee, Mr. Giamartino did not believe that
confusion would be likely. The evidence, however, as noted
above, shows that consumers have a basis for assuming that a
single mark may be used for both restaurant services and
coffee. The third-party registrations of record as well as
the newspaper and magazine articles submitted by opposer
with the same Notice of Reliance establish this.

In view of the fact that applicant itself uses its mark
in connection with both these goods and these services,
applicant's contention that they are commercially unrelated
would appear to be disingenuous. Moreover, and again in
view of the fact that applicant uses its mark in connection
with both the goods and the services, the hypothetical posed
to Mr. Giamartino by applicant's attorney is not the
situation with which we are faced on this record. Maybe
opposer would not be concerned if applicant were to use its
mark only on coffee, but this is not the case. Applicant's

use in connection with both coffee and retail coffee store

10
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and cafe services is a pleaded basis for this proceeding.
This obviously presents a problem for opposer.

The logical extension of applicant's argument in this
regard would result in the issuance of a registration to
applicant for the goods, coffee, but registration of
applicant's service mark for retail coffee store and cafe
services would be refused under Section 2(d) of the Act. It
is unclear to us why applicant would want to create such a
situation. Would applicant contend that the sign outside
its business establishment identifies the source of the
coffee sold inside, but not the coffee store and cafe
services rendered therein?

Another unpersuasive argument applicant makes is that
opposer conceded the issue of likelihood of confusion in
this proceeding when, during the prosecution of its
application to register its own mark, G-Mar argued that
there was no likelihood of confusion between its mark for
restaurant services and applicant's mark for the goods and
services specified and the applications herein opposed. It
is well settled that an opposer is not estopped in an
opposition proceeding from taking a position with regard to
the likelihood of confusion which is different from that
which it took before the Examining Attorney during
prosecution of its application. West Chemical Products,

Inc. v. Candle-Lite, Inc., 173 USPQ 190 (TTAB 1972).

11
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Applicant's argument that "TULLY'S" is not distinctive
because of the existence of a municipality named "Tully”
located near Syracuse, New York, is without merit.

Applicant does not even allege that there is a goods/place
association between applicant's goods and services and this
particular town, so applicant has failed to establish that
registration should be refused on the basis of geographical
descriptiveness or misdescriptiveness. In re Nantucket,

Inc., 213 USPQ 889 (CCPA 1982). We have nothing upon which
to base a conclusion that opposer's mark is not distinctive.

Lastly, we must dismiss applicant's contention that
because this record does not include evidence that actual
confusion has occurred, confusion is not likely. Evidence
of incidents of actual confusion is notoriously difficult to
obtain, and is clearly not necessary in order to establish
that confusion is likely. Helena Curtis Industries, Inc. v.
Suave Shoe Corp., 13 USPQ2d 1618 (TTAB 1989). As we stated
in Gillette Canada Inc. v. Ranir Corp., 23 USPQ2d 1768, at
1774, (TTAB 1992), “...the absence of any reported instances
of actual confusion would be meaningful only if the record
indicated appreciable and continuous use by applicant of its
mark for a significant period of time in the same markets as
those served by opposer under its marks.” In the instant
case, in view of the relatively limited geographic area in

which applicant has operated its coffee stores and cafes and

12
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the fact that the restaurants using opposer’s mark are all
located in a relatively small geographic area on the other
side of the country, the opportunity for actual confusion
appears to have been quite limited, so we cannot conclude
that because the parties are unaware of any actual confusion
in connection with their marks, confusion is not likely.

In summary, the record in this case establishes that
confusion is likely because the mark applicant seeks to
register and opposer's mark, when considered in its
entirety, are similar, and the goods and services specified
in the opposed applications are commercially related to
opposer's services. Opposer has neither admitted that
confusion is unlikely nor abandoned its mark by virtue of
allowing uncontrolled use of it by GiBar.

Decision: The oppositions are sustained and
registration to applicant is refused under Section 2(d) of

the Lanham Act.
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IN THE UNITED STATES PA TENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
BEFORE THE TRADEMARK TR IAL AND APPEAL BOARD
Taza Systems, LLC, Opposition No.: 91207525
Mark: TAZO

Ser. No.: 85/439,878
Filed: October 5, 2011

Opposer,
VS.

Starbucks CorporatioDnBA Starbucks Coffe
Company, DECLARATION OF

FADY CHAMOUN

Applicant.

vvv\m/vvvvvv

I, Fady Chamoun, declare and say as follows:

1. The matters set forth in this declacdatiare within my pemnal knowledge and,
called to testify, | could and waldicompetently testify thereto.

2. | am a member of Taza Systems, LLCTdza”) which is an Ohio limited liabilit
company headquatered in Lakewood, Ohio. TazeeBystLLC is the Opposer in this case,

is the owner of trademark registrations T&ZA © (Reg. No. 3,439,240JAZA A LEBANESE

GRILL ® (Reg. No. 3,213,261), and ® (Reg. No. 3,213,262).

3. Taza, or its predecessor{s)interest, have continuously used these marks si
the first “TAZA” restaurant/bar openead Woodmere, Ohio on November 22, 2005.

4. Taza sometimes uses the phrase “A REREESE GRILL” in conjunction with
“TAZA” to identify its services, and sometimes uses “TAZA” alone.

5. The “look” of Taza’s restaurants is conteonary and modern. Attached heret

Exhibit O are photos of the interiand exterior of Taza’'s restaurants.

6. Taza’s restaurants serve many typefofls, including items such as hummus

chicken kebobs, and tabbouli, and also items such as vegetable soup, tiramisu, grilled cf

sandwiches, salads, chicken tenders, French &feduna, and cheesecake. Taza's bar offe
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LEBANESE GRILL®, and

on

Z/ 25 2016

ALERANESE DRILL

marks
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Celebrate at Taza thi:
Valentine's Day
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A LEBANESE GRILL

Lunch | Dinner | Full Bar

Taza East Open Daily at 11am Taza Downtown
28601 Chagrin BVd. e |y, Carry Out & Catering 1400 W. 6th St.
Woodmere, OH 44122 ’ Cleveland, OH 44113

216.464.4000 Yww.mytaza.com 216.274.1170
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Lunch | Dinner | Full Bar

Open Daily at 11am
Dine In, Carry Out & Catering

wwi/.nhiytaza.cecm
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KWWsS DGV FOHYHODQG FRP 5HDOOHGLBKRGA ¥ &OMHNBHG[DGS FRP SODLQ
GHDOHU \IDPGLQHIMSJ KWPO I(IRBHUYU,&( GHIDXOW HPSW\ JLI F E G F

KWW S SKRWRVY FOHYHODQG FRP SODLQ GHDOHU
KWW S DGV FOHYHODQG FRP 5HDOOHGLDKR

SKRWRV IURP 7KH 30DLQ 'HDOHU GHDOHU \IDPGLQHIMSI KWPO

KWWS SKRWRY FOHYHODQG FRP SODLQ GHDOHU
&OHYHODUHDHZ VERPPXQLWSRUWNDWKHRDIHV 3LFWXUHV 6HDUFRBKRWRYV

URPTKH ODLIQDOHU

* HKRWR YV 5 ®Q E
7PID $ /HEDQHVH *ULOO )DWWRXVK %%%HDOHUBW%&%%@W%MG
$OOLDWHJIRULHV $OWHV

SHWXW®&RPH3DJH
KWWs SKRWRV FOHYHODQG FRP SODLQ
GHDOHU

7KLYDOOHU\
7KLQMWRDW QGULQNQGUHDWHU
&OHYHODQG

KWW S SKRWRYV FOHYHODQG FRP
SKRWRV

JULGDDQXD U\ $0 KWWS SKRWSRYV SERWRYDROGHFRP BODEQP SODLQ
GHDOHU GHDOHUBWKLQJS BWIRGHIMEYD GG B & ULKRBE BBQ K

IRJ,(C
KWW S FRQQHFW FOHYHODQG FRP VWWRO OLVFKD\ LQGH][ K

%\/\QQ,VFKDYKH ODLHDOH U

KWWS FRQQHFW FOHYHODQG FRP VWBDMPALVFKD\ SKRWRV KWWS DGV FOHYHODQG FRP 5HDOOHGLEB
(PDILWKBXWKRWROORRIZLWWHU GHDOHU \IDPGLQHIMSJ KWPO /
KWWS WZLWWHU FRP FOHYHO\QQLVK
JROORZ 3RS XOBKR W JV KDW WKLV"
DUL]RQD
KWWS WRSLFV FOHYHODQG F
$GO/RPHKHDOWKND WRRXGDLOUHHQVWKIDWWRWXM&D @DIODYRWIRKWOVRQJ EDVHEDOO

VKUHGGEREBDLEKRSSWRPDWRHMHIHSSHBXFXPEHSNUVOWHDVR GH @KL SV KWWS WRSLFV FOHYHODQG F
OHPREDUORGLRHDQEXPDF DWD]D$ /HEDQHWMHLOO HVVBL[WW &OHYHOD QSN NHWED O O

&KDJUBQYGRRGPHUH P\WD]D FRP KWWS WRSLFV FOHYHODQG F
FDYV

KWWS WRSLFV FOHYHODQG F
FOHYHODQG

KWWS WRSLFV FOHYHOD
suiqw FOHYHODQG FDYDOLHUV
BERDISKIWNWS =~ WRSLFV FOHYHOD%G F

FEGETRIARTER ) (5

9RWHYV

6KDU\MKLS\KRWF3<WWEIWI&/\Z\PZ\BAMW85§
X K WIWISW U5 K DRI R EHHEDEER [0 ) )1
GH mmmmwmm@@wmma H

5HODWHGVLFOHYV KWWS WRSLFV FOHYHODQG F
e T7KLQMWRDWQG WeHOHYHODQ G

KWWS zzRg FOH$;%LBEI\Q(Z)UGHFDRP GESL(S)JQ LQGH\{VMI&/(DJVBWRBI—BDWBDQGBGULQNBLFQOKWV!glODQG EURZQV

-DQXDU\ $0 KWWS WRSLFV FOHYHODQG F

. EURZQV SKRWR¥HWR®mDQ G

5SHODWBGOGOHULHYV

e T7KLQMWRDVWQGULQNQUHDWHIHYHODQG FDYDOLHUV

KWWS SKRWRV FOHYHODQG FRP J D OBCHHDUN B L B BRFROGIWBIWRQG LQGH[ kwpoKWWS WRSLFV FOHYHODQG F

FDYDOLHUYV SKRWRV KWPO

5HODWHRGS LFV
)$0,/< ',1,1* KWWS WRSLFV FOHYHODQG FRP WDJ ):R)v,/kwp)xsnswcz& Eﬁ 6O<Q(6G7Le
KWWS WRSLFV FOHYHODQG F



OHQ

KWWS

KWWS DGV FOHYHODQG FRP 5HDOOHGLD DGV FOLFNBO[ DGV Z27ZZ FOHYHODQG FF

KWWS DGV FOHYHODQG FRP 5HDOOHGLD DGV FOLFNBO[ DGV Z27ZZ FOHYHODQG FF

X 6 HWDW U KWPO B b G F 6 XEVF EH

6LIQQ 6HDUF

DGV FOHYHODQG FRP 5HDOOHGLD DGV FOLFNBO[ DGV 7ZZZ FOHYHODQG FRP GLQLQJ WD

DPNNFOUT

7ZHI

5HGGLW

KWWS Z7ZzZZ FOHYHODQG FRP

5B[B -FCBOFTF SFTUBVSBOU NBLFT EPXOUPXO EJ
GBNJMZ GSJFOEMZ BOE GMBWPSGVM

KWWS DGV FOHYHODQG FRP 5HDOOHGLD B8

KWWS FROQHFW FOHYHODQG FRP %WDXU BIDHPHRIE ® DLLAG H B WK MPVD
'"HDOHKWWS FROQHFW FOHYHODQG FRP VWDII OGHPDUFRKSANRWSWYV EKMARRIOFOHYHODQG FRP GLQLQJBLPSDFW SULQW

P D WOKDHX WKIRW ORI ZLWWMWWSY WZLWWHU FRP /DXUD'HODHUGFWE DO H WD]DBOHEDQHVHBUHVWDXUDQWBPDNHV K
RQFWREH DW $0 XSGDWRYGHPEH DW 30

W GV HYHODQG FRP 5HDOOHGLD DGV FOLENBO[ DG\
7KHUH ZH ZHUH GRZQWRZQ RODNSwBot Rl L

VWUROOLQJ E\ WKH VOHHN EDUV DQG
UHVWDXUDQWY RI WKH EXVWOLQJ
:DUHKRXVH 'LVWULFW DIWHU DQ
HYHQW DW 7KH 4 :LWK RXU

\HDU ROG
1RUPDOO\ WKH DIWHU HYHQW KWWS DGV FOHYHODQG FRP 5HDOOHGLD B&
GLQLQJ RSWLRQV ZRXOG EH DOPRVW
HQGOHVYVY LQ WKLV VPRUJDVERUG RI 'PPE %JOJOH 4FDUJPOT
UHVWDXUDQWYV %XW ZKHUH WR JR
" ggﬁlzqg@_%,mws OPHGLD FOHYHODQG FRP NS D JIBLP S DEAMGIORWRUWEYQ XXX DMFWFMBOE DPN EJOJOH
ZLWK D FKLOG" 6KH ZBWC9, $PPLJOH IUUQ XXX DMFWFMBOE DPN DPPLJOH
KXQJU\ DQG VR ZHUH ZH 7KDW‘|1V \QQVFKDKBODHPOHU |)FBMUIZ &BUJOH

ZKHQ ZH QRMDFHG 7K HD W W RODDKDWD | DH E D QA H LFOGQH VWV K@ OHYHODQ F';E?O:XXDMFWFMBOEDPNDPPLJOH'FBMU'Z

KWWS P\WD]D+FRP %SJOLT IUUQ XXX DMFWFMBOE DPN ESJOLT
VSHFLILFDOO\ WKDW DQRWKHU IDPLO\ ZLWK \RXQJ NLGV ZDV HQWHULQJ WKH GRRUV RI WK
/HEDQHVH UHVWDXUDQW

7KRXJK ZHT1G RQO\ EHHQ WKHUH IRU WKHLU IDQWDVWLF +DSS\ +RXU + S P ORQGD\
JULGD\ DQG FRFNWDLOV EHIRUH ZH GHFLGHG WR JLYH LW D WU\ $IWHU DOO ZH DOO ORY
WKH PRUH FDVXDO HDWHULHV RZQHG E\ WKH VDPH ORFDO PLQL FKDLQ $QG WKH\ KDG D ID
YHU\ KHDOWK\ FKLOGUHQYTV PHQX OD\EH 7D]D ZRXOG WRR

6RRQ DIWHU EHLQJ VHDWHG LQ WKH HOHJDQW GLQLQJ URRP ZLWK LWV RUQDWH S$UDELF V
ODQWHUQV DQG WLOHG ZDOOV ZH NQHZ ZH KDG PDGH WKH ULJKW FKRLFH 1RW RQO\ GLG
D VWHOODU GLQLQJ DQG GULQNLQJ RSWLRQV IRU DGXOWV WKH\ KDG DQ H{WHQVLYH FKLO"

DV ZHOO * ZLWK DQ HPSKDVLV RQ KHDOWK\ DQG XQLTXH KWWS ZZZ FOHYHODQG FRP
UHVWDXUDQWV LQGH[ VVI

2XU GDXJKWHU WLUHG RI WKH XVXDO NLGV QXJJHWV DQG VW ng F HVH ZDV KDSS\ WR
JULOOHG FKHHVH SLWD WZR FULVS\ IODWEUHDGYV WRSSH,@U E%%@Ewé&%éé%ﬁq%é%e IHWD [

W FRPHV ZLWK IULHV EXW WKH\ JUDFLRXVO\ VXEVYTWBXSBOW IOEFHTSL O DOMFRU QR H[W
FKDUJH 6KH ORYHG LW WKRXJK ZDV D ELW WDNHQ peor M HWN Lwy DSSHDUDQFH + 3JULO

XVXDOO\ PHDQLQJ VRPHWKLQJ JRRH\ DQG RUDQJH 3,W OF{J%WS{%&@QWH@%@QM EXW LW

GHOLFLRXV ~ VKH H[FODLPHG KWWS ZZZ FOHYHODQG FR
UHVWDXUDQWYV LQGH[ VVI

20 D VXEVHTXHQW YLVLW VKH WULHG WKH VDPH SLWD EXW % WRWHQGHU FKXQNV RI JUL
WRSSLQJ WKH EUHDG DV ZHOO DOVR 7KH\ DOVR VHUYH D YHUVLRQ ZLWK JULOOHG EF
SHSSHUV DQG WRPDWRHYV

%*/*/( 065 $-&
2WKHU NLG RSWLRQV LQFOXGHG VPDOOHU SODWHV RI VRPH R(I WKHLU DGXOW IDYRULWHV
DQG FKLFNHQ VKLVK NDEREV DQG EHHI NDIWD ‘H KPDYHQTW WULHG WKRVH \HW EXW |
GHVVHUW ODULD GLG WU\ RQH RI 7D]DYfV PDQ\ KHDOWKIXO NLGV VPRRWKLHYV £+ D KHDYHQO\
KRQH\ PLON DQG EDQDQDV 7KH\ DOVR PDNH FKRFRODWH DQG VWUDZEHUU\ YHUVLRQV

%XW ZKDW DERXW XV" :H ZHUH KXQJU\ WRR 7KH RQO\ SUREOHP ZH KDG RUGHULQJ ZDV WK
7D]IDYV PHQX LV VR HI[WHQVLYH *+ DSSHWL]J]HUV HQWUHHV| VKLVK JULOO RSWLRQV VDODGV
JULOOHG SLWD VDQGZLFKHV *# LW ZDV KDUG WR GHFLGH |)RU VWDUWHUV ZH RSWHG IRU R¢

+DSS\ +RXU IDYRULWHYV WKH KRPHPDGH /HEDQHVH MLz)%-IﬁgHQ%@?PLQ(@ VZHHW
GHOLFLRXV FRQFRFWLRQ WRSSHG ZLWK SRPHJUDQD VD H L F(L WRPDWRHYV




NDODPDWD ROLYHV 2Q D SUHYLRXV YLVLW ZH DOVRK\M\MS’HézbE‘PQWWO\P/(R%EBJPI\M'bsDIHO L
UHVWDXUDQWYV LQGH[ VV B/ONHD HODDX
ODEQHK D FUHDP\ GLS ZLWK VDYRU\ \RJXUW JDUOLF DQ®& \P\MQWPOE&N\bLﬁN-BR/BGH@oV\URlSS‘RWV

RI HQWUHHV WKLV WLPH &TTFOUJBM $MFWFMBOE %JOJOH
IUUQ XXX DMFWFMBOE DPN UPQ
YRU RXU PDLQ FRXUVH ZH ZDQWHG VRPHWKLQJ OLJKW 0} SKNUBYSBOEURROEFY FFGS R S DMEWE
YDWWRXVK VDODG + D IODYRUIXO WRVVLQJ RI VKUHGGHG| YRPU IUNM JOOBSEI@T QFDBBM RHY ¢
SHSSHUV FXFXPEHUV SDUVOH\ VHDVRQHG sLWD FKLsV | SH®RIY jpuoLF ROLYH/ RLO DQG
ZLWK FKLENHQ ~, FRXOGQTW OHDYH 7D]D ZLW KROHVHDIM® Vs @R DEEH Y 1DPRXV
KXPPRV + D OHPRQ\ PLOG YHUVLRQ * VR , ZHQW ZLWK WK BSSbia Yok iditan WwHIBHU JuL

FKXQNV RI PHDW WRPDWRHV DQG SLQH QXWV VXUURXQGHLGQZEF\@WETWWHGHV
7+(*8,'(6

‘H FRXOGQTW SDVV XS GHVVHUW HLWKHU RUGHULQJ D SO DW i RowRPnoMY bkkVisM0B [VKDUH 71

DVVRUWPHQW RI 5DKDW /RNXP URVHZDWHU VFHQWHG JHODW&*QQW%%%GH;MBGS%G&%M‘

EHWWHU NQRZQ DV 7XUNLVK '"HOLJKW DQG IODN\ WDKLQL KDGO$RUW ZDV D ELW RI QRVW
IRU P\ KXVEDQG UHPLQGLQJ KLP RI FKLOGKRRG WULSYV R WQHJ\I@P%@DD@WWWPSWLDDW DOVR D
WR LQWURGXFH KLV GDXJKWHU WR WKH IODYRUV RI KLV \RXWIwIsQ WKIFVSI—P{RUN\Q(EEFFPQIPQI\XREULI-
UHVWDXUDQWYV LQGH[ VVI F/OAHDY >
GRZQWRZQ GHVWLQDWLRQ OLVW KWPO LQFDUWBVSHFLDO UHSRU
1R UW KHOLREM KB S KR X UV
7$67( %,7(6 KWWS 2ZZZ FOHYHODQG FRP HQWH UR
UHSRUW
7D]D % HWWJIHWDUL SR QHIDQ
KWWS 2ZZ FOHYHODQG FRP WRS
UHVWDXUDQWYV LQGH[ VVI BOOE
:KHUH ‘HVW WK 6WUHHW UHSRUW
&OHY H® D'KGE GHJIH BWE V
&RQWDFW WD]DGRZQWRZQ#JPDLO FRP WDY HURRWH
KWWS ~ ZZZ FOHYHODQG FRP HQWHUR
PDLOWR WD]DGRZQWRZQ#JPDLO FRP UHSRUW Q Q
+RXUWRQGD\ + 7KXUVGD\ DP = S P JULGD\ DQG GDWXUGP/BW RV\IIDD/M%EQ a
S P 6XQGD\ D P =+ S P KWWS ZZZ FOHYHODQG FRP WRS UHV
BULFHAMSSHWL]HUV (QWUHHV 'HVVHUWYV
4QPUMJHIU PO #FFS 8JOF
.LGV VSHFUMHWVLYH FKLOGUHQ V PHQX #BST

5HVHUYDWRERBRPPHQGHG RQ ZHHN HQGV

#FFS 3FWJIFXT OFXT
&UHGLW FPOGWDMRU FDUGV FWFOUT NPSF

IUUQ XXX DMFWFMBOE DPM

8JOF 8FFLMZ QJDLT
*UDGH WZR FWFOUT SFWJFXT
IUUQ XXX DMFWFMBOE DPN

#BST /FXT QBSUJFT
)BQQZ )PVST NPSF
IUUQ XXX DMFWFMBOE DPI

$FFHVVLEDR®ROW\ DFFHVVLEOH

5HDO (VWDWH

6F R WAL J K 7KHRRGODQG YV

KWWS DGV FOHYKVOWS G FRVP EBPVNEG OB B

7ZHI 5HGGLW

KWWS ZZ2Z IDFHERRN FRP VKDUHU SKS"
X KWWS 777 FOHYHODQG FRP GLQLQJ LQGH[ VVI WD]RBOHERQH vevnwns YRl i ol B XdbDs
KWWS WZLWWHU FRP VKDUH"
XUO KWWS Z7ZZ FOHYHODQG FRP GLQLQJ LQGH[ VVI WD]DBOHED QOQHVHBUHVWDX
/HEDQHVH UHVWDXUDQW PDNHY GRZQWRZQ GLGQGLQJ IDPLO\ IULHQGO\ DQ

IODYRUIXDLOWR "VXEMHFW 7D]D /HEDQHVH UHVWDXUDQW PDNHV GRZQWRZQ
GLOLQJ IDPLO\ IULHQGO\ DQG KWWS DGV FOHYVOWSH G FRP EGIBVHNEGOB B

IODYRUIXO ERG\ KWWS 777 FOHYHODQG FRP GLQLQJ LQGH[ VVI WD]DBOHEDQH
3FMBUFE 4UPSJFT

$SVNC 4QJHPU ' 'PVOUBJO $BGF B

UBWFSO UP DSPX (SIMMF PQFOT JC

BCPVU JO 8FTUMBLF XJUI

#BJOCSJEHF 4ZSJBO DVJTJOF
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Authentic Lebanese Cuisi ; Authentic Lebanese Cuisi
. . ne B /] Z] . . ne B A /]
in an Upscale Dining Atmosph Z in an Upscale Dining Atmosph Z
A LEBANESE GRILL A LEBANESE GRILL

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

Show us your Show us your

Gavs ekt Gavs deket
on game day on game day
rECEIVE a rECEIVE a
COTHIMD e ryT COTH I g
ARNENZES ARNENZES
with . with .
your dinne your dinner!

From the family
that brought you
Aladdin’s Eater

From the family
that brought you
Aladdin’s Eatery

*one per table

Authentic Lebanese Cuisin€ E Authentic Lebanese Cuisin€ E
in an Upscale Dining Atmosph AZA in an Upscale Dining Atmosph AZ%
A LEBANESE GRILL A LEBANESE GRILL

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

Show us your Show us your

Gavs Welet Gavs Weket
on game day on game day
receive a receive a
COTRIMTD R EOTI0ID gLy
ADNENZES ARNENZES
with
your dinner!

From the family
that brought you
Aladdin’s Eatery

From the family
that brought you
Aladdin’s Eater

*one per table
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Laza

A LEBANESE GRILL

elﬁbra f
Motn m az

(i i) Mug/ .
er erson
mclu es sa

entree & essert

Dine In Only at Taza Downtown & Taza Woodmere
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